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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This communication is responsive to Amendment, filed 04/04/2005. 

2. Claims 1-26 are pending in this application. Claims 1, 13 are independent claims. In the 
Amendment, no claims have been amended, added, or canceled. This action is made Final. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was 
made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be 
negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1 .56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 1-5, 10-17, 22-24 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tamer et al. (US Patent No. 6,035,412), in view of Wong et al. (US Patent No. 5,890,169). 

As to claims 1, 13, Tamer teaches a method for database systems to access data from 
other database systems (col. 2, lines 13-43), the method comprising the steps of: 

a first database (i.e. a first data storage system) system directly storing first database 
records in first data blocks (i.e. first set of volume) having a first data block size (i.e. set of 
tracks) at col. 2, lines 1 1-43, col. 3, lines 5-23; 
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concurrently with said first database system directly storing first database records in first 
data blocks having a first data block size (i.e. writes its data to the first set of devices, col. 5, 
lines 29-49), said first database system directly accessing a copy of second data blocks in which 
a second database system directly stored second database records (i.e. the data storage system 
generates a minor copy of that data in the second set of volumes, col. 5, lines 29-49); 

wherein each block of said first data blocks and of said second data blocks is an atomic 
unit of storage space allocated within a file to store one or more records of a database (i.e. a track 
of the disk stores a record or bucket, col. 11, line 59 to col. 12, line 27, col. 7, line 42 to col. 8, 
line 12. It should be noted that a data block in the set of data blocks could be understood as an 
atomic unit of storage space allocated (i.e. track number) within a file to store one or more 
records (i.e. a record for each track, col. 8, line 3) of a database); 

said second data blocks (i.e. second set of storage volumes) having at least one data block 
with a second data block size (i.e. set of tracks) different than said first data block size (col. 3, 
lines 5-23). 

Although Tamer does not explicitly teach the two block sizes are different, Wong teaches 
this limitation at col. 7, lines 24-35. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the teachings of the cited references because Wong's suggestion of creating a file 
allocation table file system with different block sizes (col. 7, lines 24-35) would have allowed 
users of Tamer's to have efficient usage of storage space because large block size would 
maximize I/O performance while small block size would increase the number of available block 
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sizes, thereby a disk fragmentation could be reduce and maximal storage usage could be 
achieved (col. 7, lines 16-21). 

As to claims 2, 14, Tamer teaches the method further includes the step of integrating said 
copy of said second data blocks within said first database system as a tablespace that includes 
said copy of said second data blocks at col. 11, line 59 to col. 12, line 24. 

As to claims 3, 15, Tamer teaches the step of accessing a copy of second data blocks 
includes storing user data in said copy of said second data blocks at col. 12, line 29 to col. 13, 
line 37. 

As to claims 4, 16, Tamer teaches the method further includes the step of detaching one 
or more tablespaces from said second database system, wherein said one or more tablespaces 
include said second data blocks at col. 1 1, line 59 to col. 12, line 24. 

As to claims 5, 17, Tamer teaches each data block of said copy of said second data 
blocks has said second data block size at col. 3, lines 5-23. 

As to claims 10, 22, Tamer teaches first data files contain said first data blocks and 
second data files contain said second data blocks; and wherein the method further includes the 
step of generating a mapping: between said first data files and said first data block size, and 
between said second data files and said second data block size at col. 7, line 41 to col. 8, line 67. 
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As to claims 11, 23, Tamer teaches a first tablespace contains said first data blocks and a 
second tablespace contains said second data blocks at col. 12, line 50 to col. 13, line 27; and 
wherein the method further includes the step of generating a mapping: between said first 
tablespace and said first data block size, and between said second tablespace and said second 
data block size at col. 7, line 41 to col. 8, line 67. 

As to claims 12, 24, Tamer teaches said first database system includes a buffer cache in 
which said first database system stores data blocks of multiple sizes; and wherein said method 
further includes the step of storing said first data blocks and said second data blocks in said 
buffer cache at col. 6, lines 17-65. 

5. Claims 6-7, 18-19, 25-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tamer et al. (US Patent No. 6,035,412), in view of Wong et al. (US Patent No. 5,890,169), and 
further in view of Wong et al. (US Patent No. 5,819,298). 

As to claims 6, 18, Tamer, Wong ('169) do not expressly teach the step of generating 
metadata that specifies a plurality of block sizes for data blocks directly accessible to said first 
database system. However, Wong ('298) teaches this limitation at col. 14, lines 48-65. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the teachings of the cited references because Wong ('298)'s suggestion of generating 
metadata that specifies a plurality of block sizes for data blocks directly accessible to said first 
database system (col. 14, lines 48-65) would have allowed users of Tamer' s to more easily 
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identify the status of all the data block sizes, thereby the allocation of blocks of a disk could be 
managed efficiently. 

As to claims 7, 19, Wong ( c 298) teaches said metadata defines tablespaces and specifies 
for each tablespace of said tablespaces a particular data block size for all data blocks in said 
tablespace at col. 14, lines 48-65; 

the method further includes the step of integrating said copy of said second data blocks 
within said first database system as at least one tablespace that includes said copy of said second 
data blocks at col. 13, line 19 to col. 14, line 65, 

wherein the step of integrating includes modifying said metadata to reflect said second 
data block size for said at least one tablespace at col. 13, line 19 to col. 14, line 65. 

As to claims 25, 26, Tamer teaches a first tablespace includes said first data blocks at col. 
7, line 8 to col. 8, line 67; 

a second tablespace includes said second data blocks at col. 7, line 8 to col. 8, line 67. 

Tamer, Wong (' 169) do not specifically teach the method further includes the step of 
generating metadata that defines the first data block size as a size of data blocks in said first 
tablespace and defines the second block size as a size of data blocks in said second tablespace" 

However, Wong ('298) teaches this limitation at col. 14, lines 48-65. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the teachings of the cited references because Wong ('298)'s suggestion of generating 
metadata that defines the first data block size as a size of data blocks in said first tablespace and 
defines the second block size as a size of data blocks in said second tablespace (col. 14, lines 48- 
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65) would have allowed users of Tamer's to more easily identify the status of all the data block 
sizes, thereby the allocation of blocks of a disk could be managed efficiently. 

6. Claims 8-9, 20-21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tamer 
et al. (US Patent No. 5,970,502), in view of Wong et al. (US Patent No. 5,890,169), and further 
in view of Mukhopadhyay et al. (US Patent No. 6,032,158). 

As to claims 8, 20, Tamer, Wong ( c 169) do not explicitly teach said first database system 
is a data warehouse and said second database system is a source database system for said data 
warehouse. However, Mukhopadhyay teaches this limitation at col. 3, lines 34-59, col. 4, lines 
13-38. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention 
to combine the teachings of the cited references because Mukhopadhyay' s suggestion of 
including said first database system is a data warehouse and said second database system is a 
source database system for said data warehouse would have allowed users of Tamer's to 
efficiently capture and propagate changes made upon the source table of an operational database 
to one or more target tables of data marts (i.e. data warehouses), whereby the impact to the 
operational database is minimized. 

As to claims 9, 21, Mukhopadhyay teaches the step of integrating said copy of said 
second data blocks within said data warehouse as a tablespace that includes said copy of said 
second data blocks at col. 3, lines 34-59, col. 4, lines 13-38. 
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Response to arguments 
7. Applicant's arguments filed 03/10/2003 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

Applicant argues that: 

(a) Neither Tamer or Wong teach or suggest in any way that data blocks are an "atomic 
unit of storage space allocated within a file to store one or more records of a database". 

(b) Tamer may not be combined with Wong. 

The examiner respectfully disagrees for the following reasons: 

Per (a), The Examiner has thoroughly reviewed Applicants' arguments but firmly 
believes that the cited reference reasonably and properly meet the claimed limitation. Applicants 
are reminded that the Examiner is entitle to give the broadest reasonable interpretation to the 
language of the claimed as explained below. 

Tamer discloses a system comprising a master unit stores a primary database (i.e. a first 
database, col. 4, lines 28-32) and a slave unit stores a copy from which backups to more 
permanent data storage are made (i.e. second database, col. 4 5 lines 28-32). 

Tamer also teaches "Each of the volumes of the first and second sets of volumes is made 
up of a corresponding set of tracks" (col. 3, lines 13-18). 

It is noted that the first and second set of volumes correspond to the first and second 
database records, and the set of tracks correspond to the set of data blocks, and wherein a data 
block in the set of data blocks could be understood as an atomic unit of storage space allocated 
(i.e. track number) within a file to store one or more records (i.e. a record for each track, col. 8, 
line 3, col. 8, lines 42-44) of a database. 
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It is thus clearly shown that Tamer does teach a data blocks as an "atomic unit of storage 
space allocated within a file to store one or more records of a database". 

Per (b), applicant seems to be suggesting that there is no suggestion to combine the 
references, the examiner recognizes that obviousness can only be established by combining or 
modifying the teachings of the prior art to produce the claimed invention where there is some 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation to do so found either in the references themselves or in the 
knowledge generally available to one of ordinary skill in the art. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 
5 USPQ2d 1596 (Fed. Cir. 1988) and In re Jones, 958 F.2d 347, 21 USPQ2d 1941 (Fed. Cir. 
1992). 

In this case, since both references direct to a system for storing data relating to file 
allocation, the combination, to employ creating a file allocation table file system with different 
block sizes (col. 7, lines 24-35), as taught by Wong in the system of Tamer in order to have 
efficient usage of storage space because large block size would maximize I/O performance while 
small block size would increase the number of available block sizes, thereby a disk 
fragmentation could be reduce and maximal storage usage could be achieved (col. 7, lines 16- 
21), is reasonably to establish a prima facie case of obviousness. 

Applicant has made piecemeal analysis of references, applicant is reminded that one 
cannot show nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based 
on combinations of references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In 
re Merck & Co., 800 F.2d 1091, 23 1 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). As pointed out by the 
examiner, only the teaching of creating a file allocation table file system with different block 
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c 

sizes* being taught by Wong is used in combining with the system of Tamer to render obvious the 
claimed limitations. 

Accordingly, the claimed invention as represented in the claims does not represent a 
patentable over the art of record. 



Conclusion 

8. THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time 
policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing 
date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Miranda Le whose telephone number is (571) 272-41 12. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Monday through Friday from 8:30 AM to 5:00 PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, John E. Breene, can be reached on (571) 272-4107. The fax number to this Art Unit 
is (703) 872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application should be 
directed to the Group receptionist whose telephone number is (703) 305-3900. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
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applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov . Should you have questions on access to the Private 
PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

Miranda Le 
June 24, 2005 



